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Introduction and Rationale

Why study the local us: of evaluation in decision making at schools
with specially funded programs? As citizens and educators we are
concerned that the best possible programs are developed with public
funds, and it only seems fair that a certain accountability
accompany the use of these®allocations. As program evaluators,

it goes without saying, we are committed to the belief that the
utilization of.educational program evaluation will result in the
improvement of educational programs. If evaluation is not used

can occur directly, then weéneed to come to an uﬁdefstanding"af

the factors affecting the use or lack of use of 3va1uaticn d;tg

for making the decisions that'will lead to program imprcveméﬁt_

- Evaluation asks the questions: Who? What? When? Under what
= o ..
conditions? As demonstrated by what? Today we are asking those

same questions about the utilization of evaluation. This paper

focuses on the "who" of evaluation utilization. Who uses évaluaticn?
That is, are there certain characteristics of decision-makers

themsglve§5§the way tﬁey see their fé;ga—that are associated with
their use of evaluation information? If so, what are these features?

How do they interact with the kind of decisions made and the kind

of data'used?

This Study .

At the school level the ultimate decision maker is the principal,

~though there are, of course, many other factors which to various-
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degrees influence the decision he or she makes. The way this process

=

works is seen in the following example from the study.

A school gets some extra money based on need. These
supplemental district funds are awarded according to the
proportiorr of disadvantaged students at the school. This
event calls for a decision as to how the funds should be
used. The staff recognizes that some of the students need
to improve their attitudes towards school, saying, "We've
been wanting to do something about this for a long time."
Additionally, the staff knows there are always students in
need of reinforcement in basfc skills. The principal
has an idea based on his experience at a previous schocl:
Why not have after-school special interest clubs to improve
student attitudes and tutoring for those in need of basic

; skill reinforcement? The principal presents his idea in
a staff meeting, and the staff agrees. Each staff member
gets to choose the activity in which he or she will participate.

This example illustrates the various components of a typical decision
making context at Ehe schcai level:. (1), a-‘significant occurrence |
(extra district funds); (2) a prinéipal (qecisiaﬁ maker), (32) data
(staff-perceived needs of students and the past expériEﬁcg cf the
prinéipél); and (4) the decision (to hold after-school. special int;r*

est -clubs and basic skills-tutaring)i A siméle model portrays the

relationship.

i . " L4 } T ] " 7777737 .
v A, Principal T . B. .

N Significant N — f?ﬁ%ﬁ‘4w Data

Occurrence J’
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In this particular case, the school's receiving extra funds
is a signifieant occurxence, A., ﬁhich calls for a scnool level
decision. A decision is made bfathe principal which is based
on his_ past experience and the staff-perceived needs of

[ A S .
students.
Although a written needs assessment soliciting input from staff

and parents had been conducted the previous spfing; the principal

‘did not mention the resulting data as a decision factor. The

staff did have input in how the decision would be implemented--

each chose the activity in which he or she would participate--
but this input came after the original decision was made. The

basic idea for action was the principal's.

in terms of the model presented above, we wondered if the

decision making pfécéés”sametimés started with the data itself
(p@intLBi in the model). Lc@kiﬁg through cgrgdata we found this
example: on the basis of a needs assessment conducted the previous -
épfingz é decision was madé to improve the school climate. On
further examination of this case we‘abserve& that this decision
context had all the elements of the first example except a
significant c@cutrenée_ "fﬁétéad;,tﬁé decisicn evolved directly

from Eh; data, though the principal was again instrumental in the

decision that was reached. The following quote illustrates the

role that needs assessment data played as a catalyst for the decision.

’j H ’ g;*” ]
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"The place where [needs assessment/ is useful is the

information and insight that it gives us. . . . For

example, at the end of last year it was pretty wlear

that we had a variety of problems relating .to the |

school climate that we had to deal with.'" (13P)
The pfinéipal then called a staff meeting for the purpose of
identifying the focus for the next year's school-level plan.
He presented the needs assessment data as well as other data
he had assembled to back his case--truancy andﬂvandalism:figufes,
amount of graffiti, and the number of fights on the playground.
He asked the staff to discuss the data and come up with a plan.
The resulting plan they developed was designed to improve the

school climate. Though the priﬂcipal“in this case managed his

role differently than the principal in the first example, he

3

- noretheless guided the decision. Both of these typical examples

=

from our study illustrate (1) the power and influencé of the
principal in decision-making aé‘%bé school site, and (2) some of

the factors that precipitate and influence these decisioms.

The situaticns atithe two schools illustrate ﬁhg two variations

of the model. The‘decisicn pracess may begin at point A or point
B, ending at point C--the decision--in either case. That is, a
significant program occurrence can require a decision which in
‘turn necessitates' the seéréh for apprcpfiate data, or alternatively
the éwafenass cfﬂhata ig;eii can ;eai to a decision. In eithe% -
case the grincipéiican.bevseen as the mediétcr who processes the
input information and guides the decisi@ﬁi; In both of cur;éiamples

" the pfinciﬁal influenced- the deaisieﬁ>g§eatly,: Similar needs were

€
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recognized in éach case, but the data used, the: tlmlng of ths

decision, and ths hsndllns of the decision differed considerably.

Regarding-the precipitating event, in the first case the extra
funding was an external occurrénce that led to the decision. 1In

- the second case it was the data itself that acted as 2 catalyst

Hy

or Ehs change. Thsss_f§cssfs in turn influenced the timing of
the decision. The data éssd to make ‘the decision also differed.
At the first school an idea gsnsrstsd from the principal's past
experience led to the decision. At ths second school the pr%nsipalf
selected data as Wsll ‘as needs assessment dsts lsd ta the decisi ng-
'In terms of the handllﬁg of the dsg;5lcn the prlns;psl whose
idea from past experience was the key dscisi@nﬁfésﬁszzmsds the .
decision based on pgsisivs fssdbsck from his staff. TH% pfiﬁcipsl
whose data prsclp;tated thé dEGlSlDﬂ allowed. the idea to emerge

. from his staff in ths praesss of group dynamics. In this study we
will attempt tsgs;csunt“fcr the diffsren;ss illustrsssd b} these
two examples, and to see what bearings, if sﬁy, these differences
have on the uﬁilisatisﬁ of evaluation data.

=

Ihs Finﬂings

]

1

We have dsscrlbed two typlcsl cases nstsd in our DbSEIVatanS

&

thst lsd to depieting ths relationships presented in the model.
Our "data in thsss exsmplss shsw that the schssl principal-is the

me%&,tor of the relstlonsh;ps between (1) A and B, the’ significant-
occurrence and the data used to make the decision, and (2) B and

C, the data and the decision.

s 7 ’ .
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Although the data shows that there were a.couple of schools where
persons other than the pfin:ipél commanded de facto-'authority over
program decision-making, in most cases the principal was the locus -

of the;decision making context. The final approval ‘for all

= e o

decisions " if not the decision itself was of course always the
respcnsibility'cf the principaii Not only was he or she the final
authority for all decision making, he or she determined to a gregt

extent what information should be used in making decisions, as

indicated in the cases discussed above,

L]

A

‘Individual differences in principals' orientation to their

management or decisioh making role became apparent tézussdgfing .
! the interview ?r@cess! When asked to describe his or her duties

in relation-to the specially funded programs at the school, one

principal responded as follows.

(a) "It is the prineipal's duty to implement the policies
and procedures’ of the board of education: the guide-
lines for all these programs are relatively inflexible.
It is the principal's job to see that the school is in
compliance with these guidelines, to monitor the program
to see that they're id compliance." (13P)

~—In-contrast with this description, another principal characterized

his duties this way: © -

"(b) "I think the uniqueness of a school with™ this kind of
funding is that you-have an awful lot of personnel. And
you have an awful lot of help. We have a bilingual

. coordinator, we Have a person out in the yard for motor
skills, we have an ongoing daily staff development ,
program where I'm able to meet with teachers for. a half

E]
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houi each day by grade level (primary, mlddle and upner)
Really, I think, in.terms of meeting the, guldellnes ’
the dbjectives éf all these programs, I see my role as
getting-~developing--a cohesive staff, and taking .
time necessary almost on a daily basis for ongoing

plahning,’ pfablem solving, program development, and

developing a nigh morale and Ecmmltment to the program."

i (02P) : .

.
N = =
As we gatliered quotes from the other -<interviews a pattein beaaﬁ to -

emerge. Let us first try to characterize the dlstlnrticns we’ ngt;ced
and then describe where these characterizations led us in capturing

theiv association with varicus types of evaluation utilization.

As we reviewed the role responsibility data from the principals'
interviews, we found others thét seemed similar to quote (4) above.

(c) It is extremely lmportaﬂt to brlng the school into
compliance--it is the number one respan51b111ty of the
school principal. Another major.rcle is organizing the

advisory cormittees (compliance) that go with the two
programs.. (06P) /Paraphrased/ _

(d) "Related to the Comp. Ed,  and SI program, /my duty/ is

) to oversee them, to make sure that the people who are in.
charge of the ;ﬁleldual programs are carrylng out the
policies that are set up*by the Federal Governwent, and:
. also by the State Government. To supervise pe_;ﬂnnel
to bring toc personnel and to the coordinator$ any new
'zhangés or additions to policy." (10p)

=

The three principals whose concepts of their roles are repfesented
in quotes (a), (c) and (é) show concern for ;cmpllance issues, .
; indicating that these directly impact their duties. At the other

end of the spectrum are those principals who see their duties moremin

LS
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terms of internal school éjncerns; such as represented by quote (b)

above. Oﬁher pfinéipals similarly 1ndlcated an emph351s on what

IS

they can accomplish as an end in ;tself at the schaal site. C . .

(e) "Ia ‘be perfectly honest, ‘I have very llttle to da with..
those programs other than the overall supervision. of the
persons who handle those programs. ' I make sure that we
are on t:ack, monitoring that we are moving ahead." (12P)

. (f) "gf I were to do what the district bnazd my immedLate'
- supervisor,’ the district, *the state of Calif@rﬁ;a and
the government wanted me to do, I would have long ‘been

- gone from this earth--long gone. -. i+ So it EECEWES a’
N - case-of survival, and’ very much so. Fertunatély, I'm
i able to do this, some of my peers cannot and. they've had

some very serious problems--heart disease, what have you.
K Because in the last ten years or so, since education has
' gone from the local control to the nati@nal the state,
’ ) ., . . . the paperwork, the demands, the compllaﬂces
‘all these things have come on- Uell they add things,
and very little resources w1th it."” (ZQP) ..

L+
-

Not only did this second taup,@f principals not mentiaﬁfcamplianée

T

' issues i? relat;am to the dut;es and respcﬁ51b111t1es vis a vis the -

eaﬁsclidated pf@gfams, the1r tgne and attltudé tended to

E %

, mattggs. This is not to say 1at they did nctvagtgnd to those:

. matters; mérely; théy did 'not focus on sgch issues in tEe IeﬁrESEHs
"tation of their own duties. If the first grbﬁp of piinciials quatgd
above mightkbe described as'"camplianr e-oriented," we might then

refer to the management style of the second grgup as nén-gamgl;anceé

ariented "o s




The que tion we then began to ask ourselves was--are th se quotes
a fair repre;entatlan of the adm;nlstratlve Styles of the
i3 . } “a.es]
sprincipals? There would be no poirfit in pursuing the matter of

utilizacién prediction if the data we were picking up were lnv,lid

The next SFEp was to carefully study the data summaries fo those

prln21pals who seemed to deﬁln;tely fall within one categq;y or

bt

the other. . -,

2 .
* x =

We reviewed both their ‘role definition statements and .other points

]
in the open interview WheréaréfEfEﬁcéS to their particular admin-

. istrative points of view were found or implied. After identifying“b
these class;c examples we gade lists of criteria wﬁiﬁh seemed
to fit each categary Theseé*criter i weré:théﬁ-used as a standard
agalﬁst which to compar® the other p%‘ cipals who less clgarly-

prefarredréne style or the other. These criteria are summarized
below as characteristias of the-two types of Pfiﬂcipalég AR

=

. . What we found was that there was a cgns;stengy of apprgach we

Weresabie to “character ize most of thb 23 pfi pals on the ‘basis

of the riﬁeria-as being' either '‘compliance" Qr'"ﬁan—cempllance
13
-

afi nted. Erlﬁclpals represent | by quctes a, ¢;,"d, and 'six

others were aampllance criented exhlb;tlng three or more of thE R
criteria llsted ‘ Those reprESﬂnted by qugtes b :f,fé”d"jgh' o §§,

Y




Characteristi¢s of Principals'

11

Adminis tr%tlve Styles

Ccmpllance Drlentad

Nan Ccmpllance Drlented

,plenenglng ‘the pOllClES cf the -
. Board of Education; sees that
the school's programs are in com-
- plianca with the Title 1 Guide-

- lines and/or the wr:_Ct:jj;en__‘%1

proposal.

2. Has trouble identifying decis
ions made at the school site,

* indicating that the mandated pro-
grams do not allew much flexibil-
ity. Identifies decisions that
are beyond the cont rél of the
school. - .

3. Gives as reasons for d22131gn5
that they are program mandated.

é Fccuses on budgetary matters
and other externally-monitored
variables as factors lead;ng to
the decision. A

1. Role description--views the
school as a more or less auton-
omous unit, with its own capabi-
lities. for decision making and
problem solving. Focuses on
administering.a smooth running,

- self sufficient school rather

than on the need to comply Wlth
external requlremants

2: Readily identifies decisions
that have been made locally.

internally ganeratad
reasons for decisions.
4. on :taff inputs a
key dEQLSlOn variables.

W

others were non-compliance oriented,
of four of the listed criteria for that categcryi'

or two principals who did néﬁ;cleaﬁly fall into either category.

This is not to say that a'élearscut

dimen s;an is represented in principals'

: ‘I -

exhibiting at least three out

There were one .

dichotomy or the compliance /

administratives styles, but
bt

Enefal tendencies can be identified in most cases.



- d,,tr ct chlces but we. found ﬁa axamples in Qu:fdata ‘of that

Havlng managed to cateaarlze administrators! styles, we then

iwcﬁdered if the’degree to which they exhibit one tendency or, the

- other may predict an index of their utilization of evaluation

information! Is ‘administrators' style as characterized in our
data closely asséciated with the utilizaticn of evaluation

infarmaticn? Let's examine the kinds gf evaluation utilization

£

| that were mentlenad by pr&nclpals in each of the,two groups. S,

E . Ve 7
i ) Y
2 - i ! .

First we'll outline the kinds of data, bcth external;y aﬂd

1nternally generated that were ava;lable as per221ved by thase

\

i,terv;ewed. Then we 11 déSCflbé the patterns of use that emerged

‘;in our anéi§515_' It Shauld be born 1n mind that the range of

&x

PQESLbllltlES for externally generated evaluatlcn data was limited;"

i

PQSSlblllﬁleS baSLQally 1ncluded the PQR (state or district)

" and test scores Schacls cDuld request spaclal evaluat;cns from

=
£l

'accurrlng'  As far as internal evaluatlcn was concerned a needs

assessment sclici 1ng lnput fram staff and GDEEUElty was ‘required,
i 4 ’
but there were no- Speelflcatlcns as to vhat'. farm that assessment

¥

&

shauld take, PGSSlbllltlES for éthéf klﬁdS'af 1ﬁEEEﬁal evaluaig;pg

were theoretlcally endless, but not necessaflly requlred by

4/ external authar;tles or pressures. -Internal evaluat;an activities
. ;ncluded;ngeds;assessment,aevaluat;an questionnaires,- e.g. -rating
F . i e . ; K ) ’ R s = = '-7‘ "—-:;_. = P' - ¥ = . ‘ '

=
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ShEEtS ef‘staff develspﬁent activities, -and. informal. dlSCUSEIDﬁE

: at genaral staff m eet;ngs, grade level meetings, and team leadershlp
- meetings. - The community had input through advisory councils and
' written needs assessments. Dne or two schools alsa had evaluation

cammittees which monitored pragram implementation in ‘the classrooms.
L3

@ =

It turns out that despite this fairly limited range of types of

evaluathn aﬁglVLt;éS, the kindlbf evaluation which tended to be’
‘utilized by a given p?lﬁcipal éaﬁ be predicted by his or Eer compliange
orientation. Eh@se princiéals we categorized as "camplianee—brieﬁted“

shawad a different pattern af evaluation utlllzat;an than did: prlnc ipa 1

classified as "non-compliance oriented."

Thee félléwiﬂg examples ff@m'cuf d%éa illustrate the kinds of data

compliance-oriented principals utilized.

GrapgjégéiQampliaﬁcéiggignted

(regarding the PQR)

"It does help for- semebmdy else ta lcak at you . . . some-

body outside . .2 to tell you some of the good thlngs you're”

doing and where you can improve. I think it's, in a way,

support'. . . for somebody to come in who's an authcrlty,

shall we: say, as well as the district, to say, 'This, we

think, will help the children improve in reading, inprove in :
: math and language . . . . " I,see lt as. a PDSlthE thing." (OGP)

“Frgm the team that came in and gave us: a mock MAR we were
able to see some of the areas that I don't see or the - :
_resource people don't see, because sometimes it takes an
" outsider to come in andﬁsee things that you don't see. You
don't always see your own faults, and 80 there you have to -

have Qut51ders " (OSP)

=




T *(regard;ng tast;dara) ' : B .

"I think that we have a better understandlng;ncw, through—“
working clcsely with T&E ‘as to what the tests mean and how
they can help in warklng with- the thldren " (OBP)

"The basic 1nfarmat1an -that he ﬁfﬁe testlng caordlnatc:?

used was the testing materials the teachers turned in to him’
based on the. test material which is pretty comprehensive. We
do a lot-of testing  on the DGD. And the summaries the
teachers turned into him--it just seemed that we were not
meetlng ‘what that objective was in the program: " (15P)

= =

.

L "R . .. it's not whatever the teacher thinks . . . it's what
T the test shows." (ZDP) : N ’ "o
P ) _ ) : . o

e o

In nearly every :ase in our data, the Grcup A prlnclpal focused |
on the utlllzatlon Qf;PQR data when the topic of evaluat;cn was
g!inﬁraduced,, The secend=mcst»frequent_fqgus was t test data cf tha

standardized typa We noticed that béth of these types of '

Tevaluat;cn data are externally créated and lmPDS?d on the school.’
| Nan—eampllance prlncipaIS' on- ‘the cther hand focused on- the v
| utlllzatlan -of  internal evaluatlcn acthItleS to a far greater
.extgnt than d;d ccmpllance crlented princ pals : Most of these
’nené;ompllan;e pfincipéls dlcated agnegatlve attltude tcward

externally gEnarateg'évaluatlan>datai ‘ : .o

In ﬁéad nanﬁccmpllance erented prénclpals lcnked ta data

= s a

'generated within the’ lccal sehccl as the most val;d and relevant

far dec;slan maklng, as ‘can be seen in the fcllaw;ng quotes. .

a
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 (regarding internal evaluation: meetings) . -

T "We have a faculty meeting-every-solitary week, with the

theory being that (1) they're the ones who know the problems,

not I; and (2) if we can get a problem out of the way before

it starts getting big and festering it's much. better . . . "(26P)

"I think evaluation, really--for it to transfer back into
what's actually happening in the classroom, T think it has to

_ really involve the people that are implementing the program.

@ : They have to discuss whatever topic or problem long enough - -
where they're really involved, where they're really attemtping

. to come up with solutions. You can't solve anything unless

you really evalua:e the gituation. They.do this.on a daily
basis either between team partners, ‘a§ a total group--it
depends on different aspects of the program.'. (02P)

(internal evaluation: evaluation committee)

e "We do a local school ‘evaluation of-our program. We do
©_this every year. “We set up:our own team. And that team
consists of classroom teachers, parents, aides and administra-
" tors. And at that time they go through the rooms and they
take a look at the various: components of instruction. We
. don't think of it as a 'mock PQR.' These are our own needs. o
" We don't'try to mimic that. .This'is strictly for us." (27P) o

(internal evaluation: observation)
.~ We do a lot of formal evaluation that really, is worthless .
What we get through T&E is a lot of statistics that really
: have no meanihg for us: Evaluation for me is this: alright,
we're having a book fair, and we worked on it last year . . .
' and teachers really weren't into.it, what was the problem? -
They really didn't know how to get into it. That was our - -
evaluation. So what are we going to do? ' We're going to
plan differently next year so that teachers will be better
. 'prepared to do it. They'll have more background; . they'1l1l
. . - " know how to get the children motivated.. You don’t do this
: formally. You make observations. A lot of people are making-
° - observations. Teachers come back and they talk to you. We

do a lot of talking to each other.' (19P) . .




w . s = )
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Group B. Non-Compliance Oriented
N o . 2 . S i .

(regarding intermal evaluatiaﬁ) : ) §

purpcrt to serve us is abaut 994 ineffective. The lnfgrmatlaﬁ
that we act upon is generally self- generated " (03P)

L

Thevapparent pattern in these examples is that the group B prinei-
‘pals tended to regard externally generated &atg as being of very

»1imited use to them in their decision making. Terms and phrases

such as mlndlessg" "almost useless' and ''99% inéffective' in -

xreférence to PQR's and test scores do nat indicate’ much @anfldence

& i

in thgse measures. This grcup apparently prefers to make decisions

an:the ‘basis of data over which they have more control--internally )

; ganerated data from staff meetlngs evaluéticn committees, needs .

assessments ‘and cbservatlgns

: What these patterns seem ‘to.be tellzng, overall, is that p ncipals

"wha look to. externally ganerated data far maklng d22151cns are

thase wha emphas;ze external, campllance lssues in tE31r respanses*

&

~“to quésticns abaut signlflcant ccgurrences, dec151cns, and the
factors that preclpltated them. Canversely, the non- cgmpllance

ariented prlnclpals tend to see tha 1nternal stfucture of the sghaal

setting as providing their frame of geference. '

o
Summary and Ccnelusicns

. We b gan our study w1th the be ief that an efamiﬁatian of ‘some

=

o xfeatq;es ncted in-our data would give- us additlenal %n31ghts into




R valid but, does nat dlsregard them tatally If fallaw—up stud;es

“on these data, we proposed a madelvﬁhatrwculd account for the

7 17

regarding some asp%cts of the dec;s;en making context. Based

El

pflmary context dlss;milar;cl Siﬁthé decision source as a signi-

flcant occurrence Or as the awareness of data; a medel that

would show the prlnclpal as the mediator of the relatlgnsh;ps

E

among ‘the A, B, and C factafs in the decision context: a signi--

ficaﬁt occurrence, data and a ﬂecisian Examples drawn from

our data shawed how we derived the model. Having brﬁadiy‘éutlined
these relatlgﬂshlps, we fccused agr aﬁalysis on the priﬁéipai as
the mediator’, looking for trends in our dacra which might bear on
evéluatién*utilizaticn pattarﬁs We think we ﬁncavéred séme
t?ends in the camﬂllance Q:;entaticn of adﬁ;n;strat;ve style
Nearly every.prlnclpal cculd-be categgrlzed'ac dlng to h;s or her

orientation to issues af :Dmpllance These erentatlﬂns turned

out ta be gaad pred;ctcrs of use patterns.
, ¢

= R :
. ' - N Y

What we have tr;ed to. suggest 1s an arlentatlcn, o) '§ chatamy
A campilance arlented pzlnclpal who focuses on test sccres dces
.not necessarlly eschew ln%ernal Evaluatlan altogather ‘& non-

cempliance ereﬂted prlnclpal ‘may f1nd PQR recamm2ﬁdatlans 1255 than

)

with,mére 1ntegs;ve canceptual and statlstlcal analySES'shpw that

the relationships and predictions we suggest here can be supported,

&

' these will have implications for evaluators, program directors

¢ .
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and principals. Principals can become more aware of their own pat-
térnéuand'fthfaugh a better understanding of the way their own
, Stylé influences th21r use of 1nfermati can be in a better
" posi ti on to alter these patterns. Prcgram dlrectafs can recag nize
_ the rieed for a balance in thés€ orientations when selec ’gtstaffx
:‘*“*f@Programfevaluat@rs cgn consider individua 1Apreferen:es when dés
-8igning?® their evaluations. We suggest these- d;rectlans for
future studies of evaluation utilization.. ot )
£ ; il LY \ i |
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